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contact with many "gatherers of orders by profession"-with I
many a slavered and decorated booby. He has observed, that i
however insignificant the services by sea or land, however ob- i
scure their place in the hour of danger, these latter gentlemen i
are ever to be found in the foremost ranks of those who op- I
pose the claims of, and who would ill-use, the naval and
the military surgeon. This is perhaps natural. Those who i
unworthily obtain rewards are the most familiar with I
injustice. He who obtains a reward without deserving it-he iwho possesses but the mere fiction of honour-must, by the I
evil constitution of our nature, be envious of those who de- :
serve, but do not receive, their just recompence. The former I
is tenacious of his disgrace. This class, powerful in former
times, is no longer influential. It must be borne in mind, again, I
that the mass of ordinary military and naval men are but imper-
fectly educated, and that they are but too often the slaves of
habit and of routine; indeed, it is only now (J849) that any
measure has been taken to ensure an education, even the
most elementary, to the great body of the officers of the line.
The best of the class are, beyond all other men, devoted to
system, as witness their devotion to the foreign and unnatural
Prussian system of discipline-to the horrible system of
courts martial and floggings, more numerous than the days
of the year, down to the tallowed and powdered heads and
long queues, even unto the tropics. It is said that, in a high
military quarter, the superiority of the percussion-cap over
the flint is hardly yet admitted. This is the climax of devo-
tion to system-to whatever is, or has been ! But let not the
medical officers of the army and navy despair-let them re-
member that Abercrombie and Moore, the intimate personal
friends of Robert Jackson, were for us. These names are
worth a shipload of living flesh. The writer has said else-
where, and he repeats it here, that to carry through any ob-
ject against class prejudices, or supposed class interests, is at
all times but up-hill work. He has, however, great faith in
the force of experience, truth, and reason, and he believes
that every cause that ought to succeed, will ultimately suc-
ceed.
- Postscript.&mdash;No course of proceeding can be less just, gene-
row, or wise,-tl3an that hitherto pursued by the -authorities of
the state towakdsahe medical departments of the public ser-
vices. No course, on the other hand, can be more truly just,
generous, and honourable, than that pursued by Lieutenant-
General Sir Howard Douglas, and by Major-General Sir De
Lacy Evans, in their legislative capacities.
As soldiers and as statesmen they have earned the grati-

tude of the naval and military surgeon,. down to the remotest
times; by their disinterested and noble exertions in favour of
a deserving body of officers, that, until their day, remained
iriendless in the quarter where alone, as it would appear, upon
long experience, friends could be of use-in the legislative
branch -of administration.

COUNTY COURT OF BERKS, AT HUNGERFORD.
BEFORE J. B. PARRY, ESQ., Q.C., (JUDGE.)

’THE APOTHECARIES COMPANY V. THOMAS BISHOP (JURY CASE).
Mr. ASTLEY, for the defendant, took a preliminary objection

that the action was not rightly brought, inasmuch as the
Apothecaries’ Act requires all proceedings to be instituted in
the county where the offence is alleged to have been committed,
and not elsewhere. This action should have been brought in
the county of Wilts.
Mr. ROWLAND contended that the action could not be brought

in the county of Wilts, because the parish in which this
offence is charged as having been committed, is one of the
parishes specially assigned to the jurisdiction of this court.
His HoNauR overruled the objection.
Mr. ROWLAND then opened the case. This was an action

brought by the company for which he had the honour to
appear, against the defendant, who resides at Ramsbury, in
the county of Wilts, and, as they allege, was acting and prac-
tising as an apothecary there, without being legally qualified.
The statute under which the action was brought, was com-
monly called "The Apothecaries’ Act," the 14th section of
which provides, that after the 1st day of August, 1815, it shall
not be lawful for any person or persons (except persons then
in practice as such) to practise as an apothecary in any part
of England or Wales, unless he has passed his examination
and received a certificate of his being duly qualified to practise.
Of course, if his learned friend could produce such certificate
there was an end of the present case; but he should assume
that he could not; and would call the attention of the jury to

the 20th section, which -imposes a penalty of X20 for every
offence against the Act. It was for such penalty that the
present action was brought.-The precise charge against the
defendant was, for having, on divers days and times, between
the 1st and 9th days of April, 1849, acted and practised as an
apothecary in England-that is to say, at Ramsbury, in the
county of Wilts, by then and there as such apothecary attend-
ing and advising, and furnishing and supplying medicines to
and for the use of one Henry Bayman. This patient was ill,
and as he (Mr. ROWLAND) was instructed, was attended pro-
fessionally by the defendant. He could not, unfortunately,
call the patient before them, for at the end of one short week
from the time of his having been taken ill, he had died. He
should, however, call before the jury the sister and the mother
of the deceased, who would state that the defendant had at-
tended him in the manner described. He (Mr. ROWLAND)
would not have addressed the jury at such a length in opening
his case, were it not that his friend had very candidly told
him that he should call no witnesses for the defence, and
therefore he should not have a reply. He. must, however, beg
their particular attention to the difference between a surgeon
and an apothecary, as laid down in the books, and defined as
clearly as words could express by Mr. Justice Cresswell (whose
judgment he read) in the case of the "Apothecaries’ Com-
pany v. Lotinga," reported in 2 Moody and Robinson, 495; and
he should also call the attention of his honour to the case of the
" Apothecaries’ Company v. Greenough," in 1 Queen’s Beneh,
reported 799; and to the case of " Alison v. Haydon," 4- Bing-
ham, 619, which he handed up to the court. The defendant
had not heeded the many warnings to cease from practising
which had been given him by the company. They had
therefore felt themselves bound, in justice to that profession
of which they are the legal protectors, to institute the present
proceedings. If, however, the jury, after hearing the evi-
dence, should entertain any reasonable doubt upon the case,
he would at once take upon himself the responsibility of ask-
ing them to, give the defendant the benefit of that doubt, and
to find the verdict for him; but if, on the other hand, they
could not find room for a doubt, and he thought they could not,,
he must ask them, however painful it may be, to find- their
verdict for the plaintiffs.

ANN BAYMAN stated that she lived at Ramsbury, and is a
daughter of John Bayman. Recollects her brother Henry
being taken ill about a week before last Easter-that Mr.
Bishop was sent for to attend him. He came and said that
her brother had inflammation of the lungs; that he sent her
brother medicine, on one occasion by his servant, but that at
other times she went to his house and fetched it; that when
she went there she took an empty bottle; Mr. Bishop went
into an inner room and brought back the bottle with medi-
cine -in it. There was a lable on the bottle, on which was
written how the medicine was to be taken; she could read it.
Her brother was ill from Monday to Monday; Bishop attended
all the time, and supplied medicine and a blister. Her bro-
, ther got worse, and on the Easter Monday he died.

Cross-examined by Mr. AsTMY.&mdash;Never saw Mr. Bishop
make up the medicine; will not swear that it was medicine,
as she never tasted it; she did not see her brother take it;
will not swear that it was not wine; does not believe that
Bishop went out of the house whilst she waited; she waited
about five minutes; Bishop may have said her brother had
the thrush; does not know what the thrush is; does not know
that it is a surgical case.
Re-examined by Mr. ROWLAND.-To the best of her belief,

what she had from Mr. Bishop’s house was medicine. It
was written on the label " two," and sometimes " three table
spoonfuls" to be taken so many times a day.
SARAH BAYMAN recollects her son being taken ill in the

spring of this year. She sent for Mr. Bishop to attend him
He came and supplied medicines, and said her son had in-
flammation on the lungs. She sent the last witness to Mr.
Bishop’s for the medicine, and gave what was brought back
to her son; believes it was medicine; has no reason to think
it was wine. Her son was ill a week, and then died. Bishop
attended him all the time.

Cross-examined by Mr. AsTMY.&mdash;Mr. Bishop has sent in no
bill for this attendance, but witness has paid him for medicine
and attendance before; Bishop never asked for money, and
when she paid him he did not say what it was for; never had
a bill from him. Mr. Bishop has not his name on his door,
nor "surgery," nor anything else written over it; it looks like
a private house. Does not know the nature of her son’s com-
plaint ; recollects his having had the thrush.
By the CouRT.-There is a regular apothecary in the place;

did not go to him, as one who was there formerly did not
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attend the poor properly. Bishop had attended her before,
and given " good satisfaction."
Re-examined.-Hers is not the only family in the place

which Mr. Bishop attends. Never had occasion to give him
money for any other thing than for attending her family, and
for medicine. The thrush is a complaint in the mouth; the
blister was not applied to the mouth, but to the chest.
Mr. ROWLAND said that was the plaintiffs case.
Mr. ASTLEY then took two objections, the first of which

was, that it was a part of the plaintiffs’ duty to show that the
defendant was practising without a certificate, and this they
had failed to do.
Mr. ROWLAND cited "Roscoe on Evidence," p. 72, where it

is laid down as follows:&mdash;" The proof of the certificate lies
upon the defendant, and the plaintiff need offer no evidence
of his practising without it." -Apothecaries’ Company v.

Bentley, R. and M., 159.
The CoupT overruled the objection.
Mr.AsTLEY then contended that his client was entitled to a

verdict, because the plaintiffs had not complied with the fifth
section of the act of parliament, which laid down, " That no
act done in pursuance of the statute should be valid, except-
ing the same were authorized by the said society, at.a meeting
specially holden within their Hall for that purpose." His
friend should have produced a certificate, or some other evi-
dence, that these proceedings were authorized at a meeting so
holden.
Mr. ROWLAND submitted that it was not incumbent on him

to do so. The Court would presume, in the absence of any =
evidence to the contrary, that the proceedings were authorized
by the Apothecaries’ Company. He had no legal evidence ofthe fact; but -he had been in communication with Mr. Upton
on the subject, and held in his hand his letter stating that the
company would sanction the present proceedings.
The COURT overruled the objection, but took a note of it.
Mr. ASTLEY then made a very able and ingenious address to

the jury, on behalf of the defendant, contending that the
plaintiffs had entirely failed in -proving that his client ever
acted or practised- as. an apothecary; and no evidence what-
ever had been given that he had compounded medicine, or
that what the little girl fetched from-his. house, even, was
medicine. The fact was, his client was a very respectable
man, and, as he was instructed, was practising at Ramsbury
as a physician and chemist. The jury, in a case of this sort,
must infer nothing, but require as strict evidence as they
would do if the defendant were standing before them as, a
criminal, and if they had any doubt,-give him the benefit of it.
There was a total absence of all proof of his compounding the
medicine; and he would ask them whether it was not more
than probable that the defendant, like many other gentlemen,
kept a large quantity of medicine by him, especially in such a
season as this, and gave it to the poor. They would also bear
in mind that no payment had been made, no bill delivered,
even, for the alleged attendance in this case; and though
Mrs. Bayman had said that she once paid him money, was it i
not more than probable that that was a present from her, for ’,
the kindness of the defendant of which she had spoken ? He I,
again begged them, if they had any doubt, to give his client
the benefit of it, and consider seriously before they returned
a verdict for the plaintiffs.
The learned Judge told the jury that he could not better

sum up this case than by using the words of Mr. Justice
Cresswell, in the case which had been handed up, (viz., the
Apothecaries’ Company v. Lotinga,) where he said, "The sole
question is, whether the defendant has practised as an apothe-
cary ; for it is not pretended that he had obtained any certifi-
cate authorizing him to do so. Now I apprehend that an
apothecary is a person who professes to judge of internal dis-
ease by its symptoms, and applies himself to cure that disease
by medicines; and if you think the defendant has, in the case
proved before you, acted in that way, I recommend you to find

your verdict for the plaintiffs."-In this case, according to thefacts proved, you must find for the plaintiffs, unless you dis-
credit the evidence, in which case you will find for the
defendant.
The Jury having expressed a wish to retire, the bailiff was

sworn, and they were locked up for about five minutes, when
they returned into court with a verdict for the plaintiffs, for
J:20.-Demze8 and Wiltshire Gazette.

SIR GILBERT BLADE’S MEDAL, for the present year, has been
awarded to Mr. PETER LEONARD, Surgeon to the- Melville
Hospital Chatham,

Correspondence.

TREATMENT OF CHOLERA BY CHLOROFORM.

"Audi alteram partem." ’

To the Editor of THE LANCET.
Sir beg particularly to call the attention of the pro-

fession to the internal use of chloroform in the present epi-
demic. I, as well as some medical friends in this town, have
used it very extensively, both in the premonitory diarrhoea,
and in the collapsed stage, with very extraordinary benefit.
It should be given, mixed with mucilage, in doses of from five
to fifteen minims every hour or two. One dose will frequently
stop the diarrheea and sickness. The patient should drink
plentifully of milk and cold water, with a little of sesqui-
carbonate of soda in it. The warm bath, with a large quantity
of common salt in it, frequently repeated, is a valuable
auxiliary. But chloroform is the remedy.

I am, Sir, yours obediently,
JOHN DAVIES, M.D.

P.S.&mdash;I am quite aware that Mr. Brady, of Harrow, and .-
others, used the same remedy, successfully in the course ofthe last winter. _________

THE BOARD OF HEALTH AND THE TREATMENT
OF CHOLERA.

To the Editor of THE LANCET.
SIR,&mdash;I think cholera would be greatly relieved by the in-

halation of oxygen gas, either pure, or diluted with atmospheric
air. Having no means of testing its effects, I addressed, my--
self to the Board of Health, who say "they have no power to
entertain or test the -efficacy of any particular method for the
cure of that disease:’(!) I have therefore addressed you on the
subject, in the hope you may have the means of -testing the
-remedy-, if you think it likely to be of any service in allaying
the scourge that at present seems- to baffle all remedial means.

I am, -Sir. yours obediently,
F. M. HERRING,
Practical Chemist.

TREATMENT OF CHOLERA BY SMALL AND
REPEATED DOSES OF CALOMEL. 

[LETTER FROM DR. AYRE.]

T’6 the Editor of THE LANCET.

SIR,&mdash;Having had letters addressed to me by several corre-
spondents from different parts of the country, inquiring con-
cerning the cause of the very great mortality from the cholera..
in this town; and considering that the medical public may
justly claim from mean explanation- of the melancholy fact, I
feel that the time is come when I ought no longer to withhold
it; and in compliance, therefore, witha duty which I owe, not
more to the public than to myself, I shall now proceed to give
it.
The causes I have to mention are -various. The first to,,be

noticed is the unsurpassed malignity of the disease. From
the middle of July to nearly the end of August, embracing
the first six weeks, it was of the medium severity, which pre-
vailed through the epidemic of 1832; and my colleagues and
myself had the satisfaction to recover many into entire health,
from a state of pulseless collapse, when seen in any reasonable-
time after sinking into it; and where no internal disease ex
isted, the .patients were readily saved, and no consecutive
fever ensued upon the removal of the collapse. In the midst,
however, of this agreeable success, the disease suddenly
assumed a degree of malignity which, I lament to say, it still
retains, and, in numerous instances, defies our attempts to
subdue it. At the period referred to, its attacks were limited
to the destitute, and to localities where it prevailed in 1832,
but during the last three weeks it has become nearly as
general among a class greatly above the poor, exhibiting a no
less degree of virulence--many have been struck down while
actively engaged in their ordinary avocations, and without
scarcely any premonitory diarrhoea, and are found to be dying
even when seen within an hour of the time of its assault; no
reaction in these cases takes place, and they die in four or
five hours, and sometimes even in a shorter time. In the
worst cases there is but little vomiting or p,urging,.and many
wake in the night with the disease in-its most fatal form, wha
went to bed in health.

Happily, however, amidst this most terrific severity of the


